Thomas ). Vilsack, Governor
Sally ). Pederson, Lt. Governor

General Services Enterprise Mollie K. Anderson, Director
Paul F. Carlson, Chief Operating Officer

Wednesday, February 15, 2006

To:

RE:

1)

2)

3)

Q1l:

Q2:

Q3:

Q4:

Q5:

Q6:

All Potential Bidders
RFP 08060055400 — Service Orientated Architecture
AMENDMENT ONE
Amend RFP Sections 1.1E; Summary of Events; 1.9 and 4.2A to change the due date for receipt of

proposals from March 2 to March 3, 2006 at 3:00 PM CT.

Amend RFP Sections 1.3; 1.9; 4.0; 4.2A to change the required number of paper copies of the proposal
from fifteen (15) copies to five (5) copies.

Amend the RFP to include the following answers to 52 timely received questions:
Is there someone we can talk to about the Unlimited Liability in this contract? Do you get a lot of
vendors that respond to these with that clause? Is there any negotiation on the liability?

All questions regarding the RFP must be addressed only to the issuing officer and in writing.
Questions shall pertain to the particular RFP and not to any other solicitation or procurement.
Vendors are to respond to the RFP knowing that the unlimited liability clause is not negotiable.

Can you send me a soft copy of the presentation and attendance list?

See Attached.

How many people need to be trained at each level (Stakeholders / CIO - Technical / Architects - IT)?
There are 11 JCIO agencies that will be participating in the training to be delivered. Each agency will
identify 2 technical representatives and up to 10 business representatives for training.

Can we have a list of vendors present at the conference that was held on Tuesday, February 7, 2006?
See Attached.

We would like to have a soft copy of this proposal in Microsoft Word so that we can copy/paste the
tables to preserve formatting for the soft-copy version that is required in proposal submittal.

The PDF copy should allow highlight, copy and paste, but if you feel you really require a Word
version it is available upon request to the issuing officer.

Can you indicate the number of people who would be trained on the software for this project so we
can provide more accurate training cost numbers?

Refer to Q3 and sections 3.1.B.2.a and 3.1.B.3.c in the RFP.

Hoover Building, Level A Des Moines, lowa 50319 Phone (515) 281-3101 Fax (515) 242-5974



Q7.

Qs:

Q9:

Q10:

Q11:

Q12:

Q13:

Q14:

Would the training be done on site at your location?
Yes.

We [ ] would appreciate receiving any minutes from the bidders conference.

The bidder's conference was not recorded in any way.

RE: RFP Section 2.3: Ownership of Deliverables - It would be desired for a vendor to reuse their
tools, templates, methodologies, etc. after this project. Could you please clarify the extent of
ownership to Intellectual Property?

We’re interested in expanding the use of templates and methodology, not necessarily technical tools.
Contractor shall own a) all of its pre-existing methods, techniques and processes, including software
and documentation, that it brings to this engagement and shall own all enhancements to these
methods, techniques and processes, including software and documentation, that are developed during
the course of this engagement (“Contractor’s Property”) and (b) Contractor shall have the right to
retain copies of all materials in its files evidencing its services for the State. Contractor agrees to
grant the State a royalty-free, nonexclusive, nontransferable license to use, duplicate and disclose
Contractor’s Property for the purposes contemplated by the Agreement.

RE: RFP Section 2.4: No Limitation of Liability - If multiple vendors take exception to the proposed
“No Limitation of Liability” language in their proposals, will those vendors be considered out of
compliance with the stated requirements of the RFP?

A: Yes

RE: RFP Section 2.4: No Limitation of Liability - Will the State consider revising portions of Section
2.4 s0 as to bring the proposed contract terms in line with industry standard contracting principles, for
example: a. Including an exclusion of consequential, indirect, incidental, special, and exemplary
damages but excepting from such exclusion damages arising from bad faith, fraud, willful or
intentional misconduct and breach of confidentiality requirements? b. Include for industry standard
warrant exceptions and exclusions?

Vendors are to respond to the RFP knowing that the unlimited liability clause is not negotiable.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.A.3.d and 3.1.B.1.f - Can the June 1, 2006 final delivery date be adjusted
according to Contract Initiation date and the proposed Work Plan/Timeline?

All deliverables must be received and accepted by the State not later than June 30, 2006.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.A.3.d and 3.1.B.1.f - Will a proposal be rejected if multiple Work Plans are
provided, according to delivery timeline, that do not address all RFP requirements (i.e. Contract

Initiated May 1 vs. April 1 will not meet all deliverables described in RFP due to June 1, 2006
deadline)?

Proposals that do not meet all RFP requirements will be rejected (see RFP section 4.2.B). See Q12 for
the revised deadline.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.A.5.b - Not knowing the amount of time proposal evaluation may take and that
vendors cannot keep teams assembled indefinitely, is it acceptable for a vendor to specify how long
the proposed team will remain available to the state prior to contract initiation (i.e. 30, 60, 90 days)?

The State intends to execute a contract within 30 days of the proposal due date (3/2/2006).

RFP 0806005S400 Amendment One Page 2 of 16



Q15:

Q1l6:

Q17:

Q1s:

Q19:

Q20:

Q21

Q22:

Q23:

Q24

Q25:

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.1.b - This section identifies an incorrect location of status report formats
(3.1.A.3.k.1). Could you please specify the correct section number/location?

3.1.A.3.j.1 is the correct reference.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.1.d - This section allows the state to “impose more stringent requirements”,
please clarify when these requirements can be expected within the project timeline.

The section should read as follows: “Vendor’s Deliverables shall meet the State Enterprise Security
Policy Guidelines and may impose more stringent requirements.”

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.1.d - At which point in the project will imposing “more stringent
requirements” be considered an increase in scope?

The section should read as follows: “Vendor’s Deliverables shall meet the State Enterprise Security
Policy Guidelines and may impose more stringent requirements.”

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.1.d - Using the State Enterprise Security Policy Guidelines as minimum
requirements, will any additional level of detail be left up to the vendor to provide along the course of
the project?

See Q16 above.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.1.e - Please explain the extent to the “data standard” expected. Do you intend
to include formatting and rules? Please clarify.

The State is looking for a vendor to provide appropriate recommendations.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.2.a - Could you provide the number of individuals you estimate to be trained
broken out by “non IT and IT policy-level individuals, managers and administrators”?

See Q3.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.1 - Please explain the intent of the “data model” delivery.

The State requires the vendor to define the data model.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.1 - Do you wish the vendor to define a data model?

See Q20.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.2 - The RFP included a list of agency applications and the extent to which
they share data. Knowing this, what further “inventory” is required?

The State has identified existing Web Services within the JCIO agencies. The vendor shall identify
the data formats and business rules and other considerations necessary to complete the Proof of
Concept Plan.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.2 - Will legal experts within the agencies assist with assembling the
sharing rules?

Yes, where appropriate.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.2 - To what extent are the sharing rules already documented?

RFP 0806005S400 Amendment One Page 3 of 16



Q26:

Q27:

Q28:

Q29:

Q30:

Q31:

Q32:

Q33:

Q34:

Q35:

Limited, varies by agency and system.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.2 - To what extent can we expect local agency support in assembling /
validating the rules?

The vendor is required to assemble and validate the rules. The State may be able to provide limited
assistance in these activities.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.2 - Please provide the number of applications with web services (the
number of applications included in this requirement).

See the updated Data Sharing Survey, attached.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.4.iii - The “potential use by others” reference makes this requirement
sound like a risk assessment. Could you please clarify the intent of this requirement?

This is not a risk assessment. The intent is that data will be available in a repository for sharing and
use by other entities, with the explicit permission of the lawful custodian of the data. The vendor
shall document potential users of that data.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.4.iii - Who is included in “others outside the lawful custodians of the
data”?

The JCIO agencies.
RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.a.4.iii - Without a solid understanding of each agency’s business, there will

be difficulty in identifying other potential users. Will the state assist the vendor in identifying these
potential users?

See Q28.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.e.1 - Is there a particular technology stack you would like us to stick to
when providing the list of interoperability solutions?

No. See section 3.1.B.3.b.

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.3.e.1 - Can the state provide an existing inventory of technologies used
throughout the agencies?

See the EIP study: http://das.ite.iowa.gov/eip/

RE: RFP Section 3.1.B.4.c - Will this requirement be limited to identification only or do you require a
future state and gap analysis?

Yes. Provide identification and additional standards as appropriate.

RE: RFP Section 5.0 - Is it possible for you to unlock the .PDF or post a Word .doc version of the
RFP so that we might complete the Required Forms electronically?

The PDF copy should allow highlight, copy and paste, but if you feel you really require a Word
version it is available upon request to the issuing officer.

Per the bidder's conference, BEA has done some front planning on the SOA RFP for the JCIO. Is this
work public, and if so, can we can get a copy of it?

BEA has not been involved in any planning or discussion for this RFP.

RFP 0806005S400 Amendment One Page 4 of 16
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Q36:

Q37:

Q38:

Q39:

Q40:

Q41:

Q42:

Q43:

Q44:

Q45:

Since BEA has done some preliminary work on this, does this preclude them from bidding on this
RFP?

BEA is not precluded. See Q34.
The State has indicated in the RFP on page 14 there is no limitation of liability and the “foregoing is

considered a material term and condition of the RFP not subject to negotiation or Vendor exception’.
Will the State reconsider this position?

The RFP explicitly states that any proposal taking exception to the no limitation of liability clause
will be rejected and not evaluated. The RFP would have to be canceled and re-issued for that to
change. We do not anticipate canceling the RFP.

Does the contractor’s proposal become Schedule A to the contract?

Contract Schedule A in the contract will be negotiated and comprise of mutually agreed to elements
from the RFP and Vendor's Proposal.

Given the fixed target completion date, should the start be delayed materially by contract
negotiations, will the State agree to proportional scope of effort reductions to the Statement of Work?
No.

Please identify the State’s project manager for this initiative and the amount of time this person will
allocate to the project on a weekly basis.

At this time, the identity of the project manager and allocated time is not known.

Given that the State expects to holdback 10% of all milestone payments, will the State commit to a set
timeframe of calendar days for review and approval?

All approved payments will be made no later than July 31, 2006.

As noted on page 22, “Vendor shall, as directed by the SOA Technical Committee, evaluate various

existing or proposed web services...”. Since the committee will be assigning this activity, please

indicate how many web services need to be considered for evaluation as part of this project for
purposes of understanding the scope of work.

See the amended inventory (Q26).

Will the list of attendees be available on Thursday, February 9, 2006? Also, will it be distributed via
e-mail or should I check the web site?

See Attached.

It was communicated during the vendor meeting that BEA recently completed an engagement relating

to the State of lowa’s Service Oriented Architecture initiative. What was the scope of the
engagement entered into with BEA regarding planning for a Service Oriented Architecture?

See Q34 and Q35.

How do we obtain a copy of the work delivered by BEA?
See Q34 and Q35.
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Q46:

Q47:

Q48:

Q49:

Q50:

Q51:

Q52:

Q53:
A:

Sincerely,

Is there a vendor on site who has already done SOA work for the State of lowa? Is this RFP built
upon previously completed RFPs?

No. No.

There is a distinction to be made between SOA and web services. An SOA may be developed
independent of any specific technology. Is it the intent of the State of lowa to constrain the
architecture of the EBSOA system to a web services implementation?

Yes.

Is it the intent of the State of lowa to include semantics under the umbrella of data interoperability?

Don’t understand the question.

What is the conceptual relation between the ‘Proof of Concept Plan’ and the ‘Expansion Plan’ besides
being two distinct deliverables? In reading the RFP one gets the impression that in terms of content,
the ‘Expansion Plan” may be considered a subsection of the ‘Proof of Concept’ which details a subset
of the EBSOA system implementation, which when implemented provides the proof-of-concept. Is
this true?

The Proof of Concept Plan shall exercise the high-level analysis process and identify candidate
services for SOA-enablement (see Q26 for the list of existing applications). The Expansion Plan shall
take the Selected Option(s) and create detailed plans for implementation.

In many places, it is suggested that the Proof of Concept Plan and Expansion plan address
architectures and solutions already in existence. To what extent does architecture documentation exist
for networks, applications, data, process, etc.? Does the State of lowa have a federated Enterprise
Architecture in which to embed the EBSOA? Do the agencies have their own enterprise architecture?

Limited, depending on the agency and system. No. Yes.

What is the purpose of delaying the start of the Proof of Concept Plan until sometime during, or after
the completion of EBSOA training?

There is no preconceived start date for any of the activities in the RFP.

Proposals are due March 2, 2006. All deliverables are due June 1, 2006. Is it the intent / goal of the
State of lowa to evaluate all proposals, sign contracts with vendor (accounting for whatever
negotiations there may be), have the vendor train personal in SOA/WS, have the vender gather data,
analyze data, design a web services based SOA system customized to the Executive Branch of the
State of lowa for the Proof of Concept (all potentially after training is completed) and have the vendor
identify and provides details for the expansion plan and have all of these complete in 3 months?

See Q12.

Does the State have a time estimate for proposal evaluation, contract agreement, and training?
See Q14.

Ashley Super, PA Il1, Department of Administrative Services
General Services Enterprise, Phone: 515-281-7073, Email: ashley.super@iowa.gov
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DATA SHARING BETWEEN AGENCIES VIA WEB

Reference RFP Exhibit C

Data given to other agencies

System/application NGEMENEE RT3
Agency y 'app receiving/giving data Describe the data you share
providing data .
data sharing
DAS Enterprise A & A — ITE Prow_des I_ogon and account management
functionality
DAS E-payment — ITE Handles credit card and ACH processing
Sex Offenders Web All three branches
Page Print ; lowa’s data is accessible via SOAP to the
DAS . receive system SOAP : .
(iowasexoffenders.com) national sex offender registry.
: data?
— Public Safety
Data received from other agencies
DPS IDOT — Vehicle IDOT Vehicle Data shared with law enforcement
Registration Registration
IDR receives online access to a number of
DOT applications as indicated below:
Workforce On Line DOT - Drivers License and Vehicle
IDR 9. On Line Access Development On Line Registration
P . On Line IWD - Wage and Employer/Employee
Human Services
Records
DHS - Centralized Employer Registry
IWD Ul Staff, Field Staff DOT Web Website Vehicle Registration
VRT STAR workers receive calls from citizens
STAR . reporting suspected abuse. At times the only
. : (Vehicle . . 7 o LT
Statewide Tracking and Reqistration And Online information the citizen has is a license plate
DHS Reporting €9 Manual number. STAR workers access the Vehicle
Titling) : . o .
Department of Human Access Registration And Titling system in an effort to
! lowa Department of
Services T . track names of people who are suspected of
ransportation

abuse.
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